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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1 . The action is responsive to the Amendment filed on 1 7 January 2006. Claims 1 - 
45 are pending. Claim 41 is amended. Claims 42-45 are new. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-6, 8-1 1 , 14-21 and 24-40 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Davis et al. (U.S. PG-Pub No. US 2002/0027504) (hereinafter Davis) 
in view of Calkins et al. (U.S. Patent No. US 2003/0088346) (hereinafter Calkins). 

Referring to claims 1,18 and 28, Davis teaches a data link tester comprising: a 
computer comprising a processor and a memory (see Davis, Figure 2 "CPU 230" and 
"memory 235"), wherein the computer is capable of a connection with a communications 
system in a piece of equipment and further wherein the piece of equipment comprises 
at least one component of interest in selective contact with the communications system 
(see Davis, page 3 [0023]); and instructions stored in memory and executable by the 
processor for building a roster comprising at least one identifier of the component (see 
Davis, page 8 [0061]) and then performing a diagnostic step comprising analyzing 
communications received from the communications system to determine the condition 
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of communications with respect to the component (see Davis, page 8 [0066]), 
determining whether a message that contains the identifier has been received from the 
communications system within a specified period of time (see Davis, page 8 [0065] lines 
15-24), and diagnosing at least one fault condition in the communications system by 
performing at least one message check comprising determining whether a message has 
been received from the communications system and then performing at least one 
second diagnostic step (see Davis, page 8 [0064]), Davis teaches transmitting data via 
a wired connection (see Davis, page 3 [0024] lines 10-13) but does not specify a 
communications bus. 

Calkins teaches a communications bus (see Calkins, page 3 [0038] and page 4 
[0052] lines 17-25). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to modify Davis, 
to include the teachings of Calkins because a communications bus, which is commonly 
used in vehicle testing, would have allowed the skilled artisan to transmit and receive 
data regarding the vibration or noise of the vehicle under test (see Calkins, page 1 
[0012]). 

Referring to claims 2, 20 and 38, Davis further teaches a user interface (see 
Davis, page 2 [0021] lines 12-19). 

Referring to claims 3, 21 and 39, Davis further teaches that the computer is a 
component controller (see Davis, page 3 [0023]). 
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Referring to claim 4, Davis further teaches that the identifier is associate with at 
least one of a component description, a time not communicating, a number of bad 
messages, and a component serial number (see Davis, page 8 [0066]). 

Referring to claims 5, 6 and 8, Davis further teaches determining whether there 
has been a lost communications event, a time not communicating or a number of bad 
messages relating to the identifier (see Davis, page 8 [0065] lines 15-24). 

Referring to claim 9, Davis further teaches determining that the communications 
received from the communications bus contain at least one second identifier of at least 
one second component in the piece of equipment, wherein the second identifier is not in 
the roster (see Davis, pages 8-9 [0067]). 

Referring to claim 10, Davis further teaches that the instructions stored in the 
memory are further executable by the processor for adding the second identifier to the 
roster (see Davis, page 9 [0068]). 

Referring to claim 1 1 , Davis further teaches extracting from the communications 
received from the communications bus information related to the identifier (see Davis, 
page 8 [0066]). 
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Referring to claims 14, 25 and 36, Davis teaches that the piece of equipment is a 
vehicle (see Davis, page 9 [0075]). 

Referring to claims 1 5, 26 and 37, Davis teaches that the computer is on board 
the piece of equipment (see Davis, page 9 [0075]). 

Referring to claims 16 and 24, Davis teaches a second computer capable of 
receiving data that the computer causes to be uploaded from the memory (see Davis, 
page 8 [0066] lines 14-18). 

Referring to claims 17, 27 and 40, Davis teaches all the features of the claimed 
invention except that the connection comprises a cable that supports the RS-232 data 
communications standard. 

Calkins teaches that the connection comprises a cable that supports the RS-232 
data communications standard (see Calkins, page 2 [0035]). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Davis to include the teachings of Calkins because using an RS- 
232 communications standard would have allowed the skilled artisan to communicate 
with PC-based system for download and analysis, as well as interfacing with printers 
and display terminals (see Calkins, page 2 [0035]). 
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Referring to claim 19, Davis teaches that the specified period of time is in a range 
from approximately 400 ms to approximately 2.5 seconds (see Davis, page 8 [0065] 
lines 15-24). 

Referring to claims 29 and 31, Davis teaches determining whether a specified 
period of time exceeds an elapsed period of time between performance of a first 
message check in which a message was detected containing data and a second 
message check in which a message was detected either containing data or not 
containing data (see Davis, page 8 [0064]). 

Referring to claim 30, Davis teaches determining whether a link open condition 
exists (see Davis, page 7 [0056]). 

Referring to claims 32 and 33, Davis teaches determining whether a link shorted 
condition exists by determining whether the communications bus has been sending only 
ones or zeros for the specified period of time (see Davis, page 7 [0052] lines 5-8). 

Referring to claim 34, Davis teaches determining whether an error has been 
received if a message has not been received from the communications bus (see Davis, 
page 8 [0064]). 
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Referring to claim 35, Davis teaches that the error is a cyclic redundancy check 
error (see Davis, pages 6-7 [0049]). 

3. Claims 12, 13, 22 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Davis et al. (U.S. PG-Pub No. US 2002/0027504) (hereinafter Davis) 
in view of Calkins et al. (U.S. Patent No. US 2003/0088346) (hereinafter Calkins) and 
further in view of Lesesky et al. (U.S. Patent No. US 2003/0040873) (hereinafter 
Lesesky). 

Referring to claims 12, 13, 22 and 23, Davis and Calkins teach all the features of 
the claimed invention except that the computer communicates with the communications 
bus according to the SAE J 1587 or 1939 standard. 

Lesesky teaches that the computer communicates with the communications bus 
according to the SAE J1587 or 1939 standard (see Lesesky, page 9 [0077] lines 7-9). 

It would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to one of ordinary 
skill in the art to modify Davis and Calkins to include the teachings of Lesesky because 
using an SAE J1587 or 1939 standard would have allowed the skilled artisan to allow 
typical diagnostics for the trucking industry (see Lesesky, page 9 [0077] lines 7-9). 

Allowable Subject Matter 

4. Claim 7 is objected to as being dependent upon a rejected base claim, but would 
be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the limitations of the base 
claim and any intervening claims. 
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5. Claims 41-45 are allowed. 

6. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject 
matter: 

Claims 41-45 are allowable over the prior art because a method, comprising: 
connecting a computer with a communications bus in a piece of equipment wherein the 
piece of equipment comprises at least one component of interest; building a roster 
comprising at least one identifier of the component; and performing a first diagnostic 
step, wherein the first diagnostic step further comprises determining a number of 
messages received per second relating to the identifier, is not found, taught or 
suggested in the prior art of record. 

Response to Arguments 

7. Applicant's arguments filed 17 January 2006 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that Davis does not teach "analyzing communications to 
determine the condition of communications." However, Applicant's arguments are not 
well taken. Davis teaches determining the condition of a communication, such as 
whether or not the communication was successful. If the communication fails, this 
failure information is then logged in a database (see Davis, page 8 [0066]). 
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In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, it would have 
been obvious at the time the invention was made to modify Davis, to include the 
teachings of Calkins because a communications bus, which is commonly used in 
vehicle testing, would have allowed the skilled artisan to transmit and receive data 
regarding the vibration or noise of the vehicle under test (see Calkins, page 1 [0012]). 
Furthermore, while Davis does not specify a communications bus, wireless or wired (i.e. 
communications bus) is mentioned (see Davis, page 3 [0023]-[0024]). And a 
communications bus is simply wired communication. 

Applicant further argues that Davis does not teach that "the computer is a 
component controller." However, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. The claim 
recites that the component controller is a computer capable of connected to a 
communication bus in a piece of equipment. Davis teaches a site controller having 
either a wired or wireless connection to sensors or actuators (i.e. equipment) (see 
Davis, page 3 [0023]). Davis does not specify that wired communication is a 
communication bus, but this limitation is met by Calkins who teaches communications 
bus (see Calkins, page 3 [0038] and page 4 [0052] lines 17-25). It would have been 
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obvious at the time the invention was made to modify Davis, to include the teachings of 
Calkins because a communications bus, which is commonly used in vehicle testing, 
would have allowed the skilled artisan to transmit and receive data regarding the 
vibration or noise of the vehicle under test (see Calkins, page 1 [0012]). 

Applicant further argues that Davis does not teach, "performance of a message 
check." However, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. Davis teaches determining 
whether or not an acknowledgement has been received within a series of time periods 
(i.e. performance of a message check) (see Davis, page 8 [0064]). This determination 
also includes checking to see if a preamble to the message has been sent (i.e. 
determining if the message contains data) (see Davis, page 8 [0064]). 

Applicant further argues that Davis does not teach "determining whether a link 
open condition exists." However, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. Davis 
teaches determining whether or not a device is capable of sending and receiving data 
(i.e. a link open condition) (see Davis, page 7 [0056]). 

Applicant further argues that Davis does not teach "determining whether a link 
shorted condition exists." However, Applicant's arguments are not well taken. The 
claims recite determining a shorted condition by sending a plurality of ones or zeros for 
a specified period of time. Davis teaches sending a specified number of ones with no 
transition as a preface before sending data (see Davis, page 7 [0052]). 



Conclusion 
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8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Mary Kate B. Baran whose telephone number is (571) 
272-221 1. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday from 9:00 am to 
6:00 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Marc S. Hoff can be reached on (571) 272-2216. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

31 March 2006 
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